The naturalistic fallacy appears to be ubiquitous and irresistible. The avant-garde and the rearguard, the devout and the secular, the learned elite and the lay public all seem to want to enlist nature on their side, everywhere and always. Yet a closer look at the history of the term "naturalistic fallacy" and its associated arguments suggests that this way of understanding (and criticizing) appeals to nature's authority in human affairs is of relatively modern origin. To apply this category cross-historically masks considerable variability and naturalizes our own assumptions about the natural and the human.
simply is; it takes a human act of imposition or projection to transmute that "is" into an "ought." On this view, there is no legitimate inference that can be drawn from how things happen to be (equated with natural regularities) to how things should be (equated with human norms), from the facts of the natural to the values of the moral order. To try to draw such inferences is to commit what has come to be called the "naturalistic fallacy"-a kind of covert smuggling operation in which cultural values are transferred to nature and nature's authority is then called upon to buttress those very same values. This sort of value trafficking can be politically consequential, as when medieval rulers defended the subordination of the bulk of the population to the aristocracy and clergy on the grounds that it was natural for the hands and feet to serve the head and heart of the "body politic," or when late nineteenth-century opponents of higher education for women argued that the natural vocation of all women was to be wives and mothers.
3 Subordination and domesticity were thereby "naturalized": contingent (and controversial) social arrangements were shored up by the necessity or desirability of allegedly natural arrangements. With similar examples in mind, Mill condemned such arguments as not just logically false but morally pernicious to boot: "Either it is right that we should kill because nature kills; torture because nature tortures; ruin and devastate because nature does the like; or we ought not to consider at all what nature does, but do what it is good to do." 4 Yet however pernicious, the naturalistic fallacy seems to be ubiquitous-and, furthermore, oddly plastic.
It is just this plasticity that ought to give both historians and philosophers pause. Historians, because they understand the power of context: what kind of argumentative strategy adapts itself so flexibly to such diverse times and places, especially when the very meaning of the natural mutates across cultures and historical epochs? 5 Philosophers, because committing a fallacy signals at least the intention to convince by reasoned argument: can reasons that potentially support all sides of almost any debate be called an argumentative strategy at all? Natural history is, for example, a treasure trove of examples that can be and have been cited for any and all positions: the monogamy of albatrosses versus the polygamy of red-winged blackbirds; the hierarchical chimpanzees versus the egalitarian bonobos. That the natural and the moral have been entangled for a very long time is beyond dispute. But when, why, and how exactly did that entanglement become the "naturalistic fallacy"? What is the history of our own category of analysis?
The phrase "naturalistic fallacy" was coined in 1903 by the Cambridge philosopher George Edward Moore in a context quite remote from current usage. In an effort to block attempts to define the ethical good by appeal to any more fundamental category (e.g., pleasure or social harmony), the intuitionist Moore stipulated that "the naturalistic fallacy
[is] the fallacy which consists in identifying the simple notion which we mean by 'good' with some other notion."
6 Note that Moore's prohibition is both sweeping, ruling out any further definition of the good, whether or not derived from nature; and an unusual kind of fallacy, since it does not involve drawing false inferences but, rather, holding (according to Moore and his fellow ethical intuitionists) false views.
The wobbly claim to the status of fallacy must have made other philosophers uncomfortable, since by the 1930s Moore's alleged naturalistic fallacy had come to be regularly conflated with a more standard sort of unwarranted inference, from "is" propositions to "ought" prescriptions-usually traced back to David Hume's argument blocking inferences from factual to moral judgments. The former were made by the faculty of reason and pertained to "the real relation of ideas, or to the real existence of matters of fact"; the latter by the passions, which perceive matters of fact as virtues and vices, which "may be compar'd to sounds, colours, heat and cold" and other secondary qualities in the mind rather than its objects. Although he did not use the word "fallacy," Hume condemned such inferences as logical errors and indicted almost all moral systems for committing them. There is no indication that Hume thought matters of fact were exclusively natural, and he offered a nuanced discussion as to how virtues and vices may be deemed natural or unnatural, depending on how those terms are defined. 7 How then did Hume's argument come to be identified with Moore's alleged fallacyespecially since by Moore's lights Hume himself was guilty of the naturalistic fallacy in deriving moral judgments from the passions? This is a genuine puzzle. A 1939 article by the University of Michigan philosopher William A. Frankena (who had studied with Moore at Cambridge) that valiantly attempted to sort out the conceptual mess provides valuable clues. Noting what strange bedfellows Hume and Moore made, Frankena pointed out that all they really seemed to share was a "bifurcationist" ontology of ethical judgments: just as Hume bifurcated "is" and "ought" propositions, intuitionists like Moore asserted that "ethical characteristics are different in kind from non-ethical ones." There the analogy ended, and Frankena expressed strong doubts as to whether Moore's so-called naturalistic fallacy had anything to do with either nature or fallacies. At least among philosophers, Frankena's efforts to disperse the fog surrounding the naturalistic fallacy seem to have been futile, despite occasional protests from within the ranks. Nearly fifty years later, Bernard Williams still felt obliged to remark regarding "the naturalistic fallacy" that "it is hard to think of any other widely used phrase in the history of philosophy that is such a spectacular misnomer." 7 Indeed, in other contexts, Hume argued forcefully for not making any principled distinction between natural and moral matters of fact: "And indeed, when we consider how aptly natural and moral evidence link together, and form only one chain of argument, we shall make no scruple to allow, that they are of the same nature, and derived from the same principles. bifurcationist diagnosis of the confusion, although he widened the categories "ethical" and "nonethical" to "'evaluative' terms" and a "nonevaluative class" that "contained a wide variety of items, such as statements of fact, mathematical truths, and indeed such things as statements about God" (p. 122). In this fashion, not only the is/ought but also the fact/value distinction could be absorbed into the naturalistic fallacy. Historians may well respond impatiently. What does it matter if the phrase "naturalistic fallacy" has a dubious philosophical lineage and doesn't meet that discipline's strict criteria for fallacies? Surely it is still a mistake to enlist nature in patently human battles (whether over the ethics of slavery or the aesthetics of nonfigurative art)-and a frequently dangerous mistake at that. What does it matter, they will press on, what we call the mistakes, so long as we are vigilant in identifying and criticizing them wherever they appear? Historians of science, acutely aware of the immense damage wrought by naturalized categories of race, gender, intelligence, and normalcy in the modern human and life sciences, will be especially vehement on this point. The naturalistic fallacy by any other name would smell as foul.
The reason for nonetheless attending to the crooked trajectory of the naturalistic fallacy is that it may accomplish two eminently historical goals: first, it will be a first step toward historicizing our own categories of analysis; and second, once historicized, these categories may well change both our diagnosis of and therapy for illegitimate invocations of nature's authority. We may even begin to understand how and why nature comes to have authority over human affairs at all. To sharpen the point: the sources of the philosophical confusion over the naturalistic fallacy are specific to a historically particular understanding of nature that emerges in the late eighteenth century. Moreover, this modern notion of nature is a precondition for what many critics take to be the most egregious instances of the naturalistic fallacy.
Once the historicity of what we have come to call the naturalistic fallacy is recognized, several apparent riddles solve themselves. Not only can we make sense of philosophical conflations of Moore's naturalistic fallacy with Hume's is/ought opposition (sometimes with the Vienna Circle's fact/value distinction thrown in for good measure); we may also query whether the naturalistic fallacy is really so strangely persistent after all. There are as many ways of thinking with nature as there are ways of thinking about nature, as the mind-boggling variety of concepts, metaphors, artworks, and arguments across cultures and epochs testifies-and as the other essays in this Focus section bear ample witness. But few of these share the presuppositions that frame our own uneasiness about the false packaging of the human in natural wrapping. Nature we always have with us, but not the naturalistic fallacy.
Like all truly interesting words, "nature" is a mille-feuille of meanings. It can refer to everything in the universe (sometimes including and sometimes excluding human beings), to what is inborn rather than cultivated, to the wild rather than the civilized, to raw materials as opposed to refined products, to the spontaneous as opposed to the sophisticated, to what is native rather than foreign, to the material world without divinity, to a fruitful goddess, and to a great deal else, depending on epoch and context. Ancient meanings still resonate in modern European vernaculars: for example, the sense of specific nature, so prominent in Aristotle, as that which defines the essence of a kind of thing, be it copper or foxes; or the sense, strong in some Hippocratic writings, of local nature as the characteristic configuration of flora, fauna, climate, topography, and waters that gives a particular place its specificity.
9 But the accretion of new layers did not stop in antiquity;
9 See Patzer, "Physis" (cit. n. for our purposes, the significant novelty occurs in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, when the understanding of nature as governed by universal natural laws reverses its political charge, from reformist and even revolutionary to conservative.
A complex interplay of natural philosophy, ethics, epistemology, metaphysics, theology, political theory, and jurisprudence in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries imbued the metaphor of natural law with strong legislative and voluntarist overtones: both the law of gravitation (an example of a lex naturalis) and the law of nations (an example of jus naturae) could be construed as divine edicts.
10 In contrast to specific natures (occasionally transgressed by monsters) and local natures (by definition geographically circumscribed), these edicts in principle enjoyed universal and unexceptionable jurisdiction. Practice was another matter, at least for the natural laws of the jurists, which notoriously fell short of the universality and uniformity of the natural laws of celestial mechanics. It was in this spirit that Charles Secondat de Montesquieu bemoaned the disparity between the laws of the natural and moral realms in De l'esprit des lois (1748): "But the intelligent world cannot be so well governed as the physical world. For even though the former also has its laws, it does not follow them as constantly as the physical world follows its [laws]. . . . Man, as a physical being, is, just like other bodies, governed by invariable laws; as an intelligent being, he violates incessantly the laws established by God, and changes those that he has established himself." When M. J. A. N. Condorcet and other Enlightenment philosophes criticized Montesquieu, it was not because they rejected his neo-Hippocratic theory of the interrelations of climates and characters, but because in their view any moral standard not as universal and uniform as natural law risked anything-goes relativism. 11 For the many Enlightenment thinkers who, like Condorcet, invoked the authority of universal natural law in the human realm, nature was an aspiration rather than an inexorable reality. Allegedly natural laws provided an Archimedean point from which critics could issue severe verdicts on reigning social and political conventions. It was precisely the divergence between universal natural law and human realities that made nature into a weapon wielded primarily by reformers and revolutionaries, whether in theology or political theory. In his highly influential Analogy of Religion, Natural and Revealed (1736), the Anglican bishop Joseph Butler recommended that rational Christians concentrate on "the Conduct of Nature with respect to intelligent Creatures; which may be resolved into General Laws or Rules of Administration, in the same way as many of the Laws of Nature respecting inanimate Matter may be collected from Experiments," in the hopes of discovering a uniform doctrine amidst the Babel of sects. Some fifty years later, the Declaration des droits de l'homme et du citoyen promulgated at the outset of the French Revolution in 1789 attributed all "public ills and corruption of governments" to the ignorance or neglect of "the natural, sacred, and inalienable rights of man. These were calls to arms, not affirmations of matters of fact. Enlightenment nature was saturated with normative authority, but more as utopian project than as hard reality.
By the mid-nineteenth century nature had changed sides and joined the conservatives, as liberals like Mill well recognized. Nature's authority shifted from the hopeful future tense of the progressive reformers to the grim-faced present tense of their opponents: things are as they must be; efforts at improvement are at best futile and at worst downright harmful. Thomas Malthus helped to set the tone in his critique of the perfectibility doctrines advanced by Condorcet and William Godwin: It has appeared that a society constituted according to Mr. Godwin's system must, from the inevitable laws of our nature, degenerate into a class of proprietors and a class of labourers, and that the substitution of benevolence for self-love as the moving principle of society, instead of producing the happy effects that might be expected from so fair a name, would cause the same pressure of want to be felt by the whole of society, which is now felt only by a part. 13 Nature in the Enlightenment had been quite openly saturated with values, but its authority over human affairs was exercised through rational assent rather than physical necessity. Nature during much of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries had been purged of values because it ruled entirely by physical necessity.
14 As the Russian novelist Ivan Turgenev put it: "she [nature] knows nothing of art or liberty, as she does not know the good." 15 Within a will-centered, Kantian ethics, nature does not qualify for moral agency, much less moral authority: nature neither deliberates nor dictates; the natural and the moral belong to different ontological categories.
There is nothing new about the link between nature and necessity, nor with the exculpatory inferences drawn from such links: conduct ascribed even to specific natures rather than to natural laws had been exempted in whole or in part from praise or blame. 16 As Brooke Holmes shows in her article for this Focus section, the Stoics and other ancient ethical schools were preoccupied with the problem of making space for agency amidst the necessities imposed by animal and human natures. Nor was there any novelty in binary oppositions between nature and-depending on place and period-art, education, refinement, civilization, nurture, or culture. What was new was, first, the moral evacuation of nature as a whole and, second, the sharpness of the line that divided nature from its human complements. What had for millennia been conceived as a collaboration between nature and, for example, custom, especially in the realm of individual human character and abilities, was reimagined as competition. Within the older model, first and second nature collaborated: in pedagogy, inborn dispositions and education worked together to form conduct; in medicine, inborn dispositions could be strengthened or weakened by regimen. In a metaphor typical of this tradition, Francis Bacon linked the cultivation of soul and garden: "A Mans Nature runnes either to Herbes, or Weeds; Therefore let him seasonably Water the One, and Destroy the Other."
17 Within the newer model, nature and nurture were independent dimensions to be pulled apart and compared. Francis Galton not only coined this "convenient jingle of words" in his prosopographical study English Men of Science: Their Nature and Their Nurture (1874); his analyses of "the competition between nature and nurture" (usually awarding the palm to nature) set the mold for still-ongoing research programs in psychology, linguistics, biology, medicine, and anthropology that seek to separate and measure the relative contributions of each component rather than to study their interaction.
18
It is only within this modern framework that we can make sense of the naturalistic fallacy, both its confusions and its tenacity. The naturalistic fallacy and its barnacle-like accretions assume what Frankena called a "bifurcationist ontology" that prohibits commerce between the two immiscible realms. Repeated efforts on the part of monists of both materialist and idealist persuasion to dissolve the dichotomy in favor of one or another realm have only reinforced its binary logic. Because distinctions between "is" versus "ought" or between facts versus values parallel this structure of immiscible binaries, they are all too easily conflated with one another, even if the analogies do not stand up to close scrutiny (e.g., matters of fact that have nothing to do with nature). The key shared feature of all these versions of the naturalistic fallacy has less to do with nature than with a militantly policed border between whatever two realms are put asunder. It is the little word "versus" that shoulders the burden of belief.
Despite bans on border crossing, the nature pole exerts a powerful magnetism on defenders of the status quo, as their more liberal adversaries from John Stuart Mill and Karl Marx to the latest critics of research on innate gender or racial differences have been swift to point out. By assigning current conditions-the underrepresentation of women in mathematics, say, or the overrepresentation of African-American men in U.S. prisons-to the realm of nature, conservatives could immobilize reform movements by asserting the impossibility of their success. 19 , surveying the latest developments in biology; both point out how resistant the nature-versus-nurture framework has proven to countervailing evidence. 19 The exceptions prove the rule: when liberal reform movements like that for gay liberation invoke the obduracy of nature-in this case, the impossibility of changing an allegedly inborn same-sex orientation-they do so in order to disarm exhortations that gay people mend their ways: in addition to the references cited in note 16, above, see Hanspeter Heinz, "Zu gesetzlichen Regelungen gleichgeschlechtlicher Lebensgemeinschaften, Forschungsbericht über die Haltung der Katholischen Kirche," in Die Rechtstellung gleichgeschlechtlicher this is why the biologist Robert Trivers and the Black Panther activist Huey Newton, who both considered themselves men of the Left, worried about how their political comradesin-arms would respond to the claim that the self-deception responsible for "artificially preserving social injustice in the United States" had evolutionary roots. The strictest and strongest version of this argument from nature need not appeal to values at all; on the contrary, just as Malthus tinged his refutation of Condorcet and Godwin with regret-if only their roseate visions of a better humanity were compatible with the nature of things-so opponents of reform need not query the desirability, only the possibility, of ever changing the way things are now. 20 The very existence of the bifurcationist ontology is a constant, if lopsided, temptation to trafficking across the electrified border.
As both Matthew Stanley and Warwick Anderson argue in their essays for this Focus section, traffic flows in both directions: astronomers gesture toward the stars in support of international governance, while cosmologists use the anthropic principle to "fine-tune" their theories; immunologists look to social theory and philosophy to understand the boundaries of the self-and vice versa. In contrast to premodern ontologies-whether in the Hellenistic period or the Enlightenment-in which nature could be (in Holmes's words) "synonymous with virtue," the yin/yang logic of the natural versus the human (often conflated but not identical with the natural versus the moral) renders analogies in any direction illicit. Against this background, such analogies can only be understood as metaphorical or as reductionist. When it is human nature that is at stake, the situation is particularly murky. By driving a wedge between "human" and "nature," the bifurcationist ontology renders the term "human nature" oxymoronic. 21 If the naturalistic fallacy is peculiarly-and "peculiar" is the mot juste here-modern, then what about the abundant connections-analogies, explanations, justifications, metaphors, representations of all kinds, from model to microcosm-made between nature and human affairs in other epochs? There is every reason to expect that they will be just as specific to their time and place, depending on the dominant conception of nature, the terms to which it is routinely opposed, and the work to be done by the connection. This last point is perhaps the most important. By allowing the modern naturalistic fallacy to swallow up all invocations of nature, everywhere and always, we have obscured not only the history of that polymorphous notion, nature, but also that of the equally distinct forms of authority it has exercised. Lebensgemeinschaften, ed. Jürgen Basedow, Klaus Hopt, Hen Kötz, and Peter Dopffel (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2000), pp. 277-308, esp. p. 293. 20 The weaker version of the argument, which does at least implicitly attribute values to nature, usually draws organic analogies-e.g., between human and ant slavery-and thereby founders on the sheer variability of natural history: every justification by appeal to the example of one species can be refuted by the counterexample of other species, equally natural. For obvious reasons, primatology is a particularly rich vein for such warring analogies aiming to justify this or that aspect of human behavior, though bees and ducks have also had their innings. 21 Thoughtful social theorists have long recognized this impasse, without being able to find a way out; see, e.g., Clifford Geertz, "The Impact of the Concept of Culture on the Concept of Man," in New Views of the Nature of Man, ed. John Platt (Chicago: Univ. Chicago Press, 1965), pp. 93-118.
